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Bread and Circuses 


By Lee Epwarps 


Last August, at the ancestral home of 
Franklin Delano Roosevelt, Senator 
John F. Kennedy began a speech by 
saying, “I come to Hyde Park not to 
instruct but to learn.” 


Nearly one year later, it would seem 
that President Kennedy has graduated 
magna cum ‘aude from the FDR School 
of Manipulating the Minorities. His 
spending programs provide more dollars 
for the following groups: defense con- 
tractors, highway contractors, foreign 
governments, colleges, local school sys- 
tems, cities, towns, elderly people, 
farmers, veterans, the unemployed, de- 
pressed areas, small business, the 
needy, Indians, students, and home pur- 
chasers, to list a few. 


Some of these groups, such as the 
unemployed and veterans, are entitled 
to some government assistance, but the 
nearly endless list of bakers, butchers 
and candlestick-makers mocks the ring- 
ing words about “sacrifice.” While it is 
true that this country can afford to take 
care of those who cannot take care of 
themselves, it cannot afford to support 
welfare programs which will create in- 
flation—a bigger problem than any 
which welfarism might solve. 

The Kennedy Administration itself 
has expressed some concern about in- 
flation but not so much concern as to 
dissuade it from caring for all the ills 
(real or otherwise) of all the people all 
of the time. 


Blithe Spirits 

There is an obvious paradox in Presi- 
dent Kennedy’s domestic program, one 
which does not appear to trouble him 
or his advisors. They pay lip service to 
the importance of local government, 
personal initiative and competitive en- 
terprise, but they insist upon providing 
Federal subsidies which will debilitate 
local effort, individual initiative and 
economic competition. 

For example, 300 city executives of 
the U.S. Conference of Mayors met 
here in Washington during the middle 
of June. During the three-day con- 
ference, 24 resolutions were passed 


calling for increased Federal aid in 
urban affairs. Only two mayors out of 
300 expressed any doubts about Fed- 
eral aid: Walter W. McAllister of San 
Antonio and George W. Meinhardt of 
Westminster, California. Mayor Mc- 
Allister declared that “Federal subsidies 
are the most extravagant and inefficient 
ways to get what we want.” He seated 
himself to resounding cheers from his 
peers, who then proceeded to approve 
every resolution calling for more Fed- 
eral assistance. 


La Dolce Vita 


Now, it may be a question of the 
chicken or the egg, but it is certain 
that the mayors of the United States, 
being politicians, are not going to be 
against Federal aid for their hometown 
if they know it is forthcoming. Besides 
which the Kennedy Administration is 
not giving mayors or governors or in- 
dividual citizens any choice in the mat- 
ter—Federal funds are on the way, 
whether they like it or not. 

Another financial femme fatale which 
the Kennedy Administration is courting 
is the national debt. It presently stands 
at $290 billion. Secretary of the Treas- 
ury Dillion has asked the Congress to 
raise the ceiling from $293 billion to 
$298 billion because of the anticipated 
deficit of 1961. Why stop there? Why 
not “go for broke” and ask that the 
ceiling be raised to $325 billion or 
$400 billion? Mr. Dillion may have to 
if the gap between what the Federal 
government collects and what it spends 
continues to widen. 

Or consider a specific piece of Ken- 
nedy legislation—the Depressed Areas 
Bill. Approximately $400 million will 
be spent to induce industries to relocate 
in areas which may or may not be de- 
sirable for those industries. But all the 
Federal loans, grants and “stimulation” 
streaming from the Treasury will not 
bring new industry to any area unless 
the president of an American corpora- 
tion decides that in the long run his 
business will prosper there. 

The President, then, has played to 





the galleries where the minority votes 
are seated. He has stepped up Federal 
payments to local areas which will not 
question the long-range effect of such 
assistance. He has demonstrated little 
concern about inflation or deficit spend- 
ing. He has raised false hopes—through 
legislation such as the Depressed Areas 
Bill-that the Federal Government can 
solve with dollars problems which can 
be ultimately resolved only through co- 
operative initiative among labor, man- 
agement and local government. 

The first six months of the Kennedy 
administration have been characterized 
by an increasing dependence upon Fed- 
eral activity to solve the problems of 
the nation. Because there has been no 
outcry from the public—which has been 
conditioned to believe that the money 
for government programs comes from 
“somewhere” but not from their pockets 
—and because there has been no effec- 
tive organized opposition either in the 
Congress or in the Press, the trend 
toward Federalization will continue. 

Whatever may be the humane or 
political considerations which motivate 
the Kennedy administration, the doles 
which it is passing out to the student, 
the worker, the businessman, the vet- 
eran, the farmer will transform America 
into a nation “of the government, by 
the government and for the govern- 
ment.” 

Last year John Kennedy reiterated 
again and again that the United States 
must begin to move forward once again 
“to build a strong and productive soci- 
ety that employs our people, educates 
our children, provides security for our 
aged and opportunity for all.” Wonder- 
ful, beguiling, treacherous words. After 
six months, Mr. Kennedy is succeeding 
in “going forward” to his kind of Amer- 
ica—a nation, unhappily, in which the 
cost of the bread and circuses will be 
something called independence. 
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What Can | Do? 


The question echoes in every corner of the land, in 
New York, Peoria, Albuquerque, Nome. What can I 
do? There is scarcely a man, woman or child who is 
not aware that something is wrong with America, 
bulging supermarkets and blaring television sets not- 
withstanding. A bearded tyrant demands machines for 
imprisoned men who tried to free their country, and 
private American citizens are asked to arrange the deal. 
A bald tyrant builds up communist forces in Laos, 
blocks disarmament negotiations at Geneva, thunders 
black threats about Berlin, and the Congress is asked to 
appropriate $21 billion to put a man on the moon. An 
electrician earns $673 in one week at Cape Canaveral 
while the minimum wage is raised to $1.25 an hour. 
Twenty electrical companies are convicted of fixing 
prices while 40-year FHA mortgages are approved by 
the Senate. An uneasiness grows and spreads in the na- 
tion which Federal insurance for houses, salaries and 
medicine fails to still. What can I do? 

We cannot look to Washington, D.C., for an answer, 
for the government will never be able to supply the 
180 million different answers which 180 million Ameri- 
cans require. We must look to ourselves. 

One man will organize a committee to stop the pro- 
posed barter of. tractors for Cuban freedom fighters. 
Another man will write his Congressman asking that he 
press for resumption of nuclear testing underground. 
A worker will determine not to squeeze every dollar 
he can out of a defense project on which he is working. 
An employer of migrant workers will agree to give them 
reasonable wages and standard housing. An electrical 
company will vow to stop fixing prices and begin again 


to abide by the rules of supply and demand. And a 
young father will decide not to buy a house on the 
40-year mortgage plan. 

For its own part, The New Guard will continue to 
advocate a Federal government which preserves in- 
ternal order, provides for national defense and adminis- 
ters justice. It will not support a government which 
accumulates power that tends to diminish liberty. 
The New Guard will insist that the freedom of the 
United States must be preserved and that international 
communism is presently the greatest threat to that free- 
dom. It will stress victory over rather than coexistence 
with communism. 

As young Americans and as young conservatives, we 
have faith in ourselves to solve the problems of this 
country and of the world. We ask only that the Federal 
government let us rather than it begin to do the job. 


5-4 In Favor of America 


We are indeed happy that the Supreme Court last 
month found 1) that the Smith Act, making it a crime 
to belong to an organization advocating or teaching the 
forcible overthrow of the Government by force and vio- 
lence, is constitutional, 2) that the Communist Party is a 
conspiracy, and 3) that its members must register with 
the Justice Department. We are happy even though 
it was only a 5-4 decision in the midst of rumors that 
Senator Estes Kefauver may be appointed to the Court 
and that the Court had just about returned to 1951 
when its members then decided by a 6-2 ruling that 
the Smith Act was constitutional. 

While recognizing the Court’s decision as an aid in 
prosecuting Communists and as a help in the psychologi- 
cal offensive against the Red conspiracy, we also realize 
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its limitations. For even though it has been decided 
that the Communists must now register under the 1950 
Internal Security Act, the real guts of this measure have 
not yet been ruled upon by the highest tribunal in the 
nation. The Act required that after registration Commu- 
nists would be subject to loss of their tax exemption, 
mail-stamping on all their literature, and denial of pass- 
ports. Justice Frankfurter ruled that it was “premature” 
to decide on such features now, and we suppose the 
lawyers for the Communist Party can use each separate 
provision to tie up the courts in knots of litigation 
which may never be unravelled in our lifetime. Cer- 
tainly the Party lawyers must have derived considerable 
encouragement from Judge Frankfurter’s ruling that 
registration may be delayed until the court reconvenes 
this fall. 

We can, then, hardly afford to be complacent about 
the fact that the Supreme Court has declared Commu- 
nists are Communists. We advise the following action 
in the interim until the knots are unravelled: 1) that 
the House Un-American Activities Committee and the 
Senate Internal Security Subcommittee continue their 
relentless exposure of the Communist menace; 2) that 
the Justice Department increase its surveillance of the 
Communist Party rather than decrease it as was de- 
cided recently, and 3) that Congress finally enact legis- 
lation denying passports to Communists. 


Freedom for Education 


We have a friend who is a member of the School 
Board of a small county on Maryland’s Eastern Shore, 
father of three, who fought for two years for more local 
money for the county school system. He writes us, 
despairingly, about the effect the Senate-passed school 
aid bill will have on his state and his community: 

“Because of responsible action on our part, we are 
paying local taxes for the cost of building our schools. 
If the Federal Aid to Education bill passes we will have 
to pay for our own schools and, through Federal taxes 
and inflation, for schools in areas that refused to tax 
themselves. 

“Those communities throughout the nation which 
have not kept abreast of the growing school population 
problem will find themselves rewarded for their irre- 
sponsibility. When Federal hand-outs become a politi- 
cal maneuver, local school boards all over the nation 
will delay building programs to see if the next cam- 
paign will bring them more ‘free’ money. Local re- 
sponsibility will vanish.” 

Our friend from “the land of pleasant living” knows 
whereof he speaks. Now that he has succeeded in get- 
ting school bond issues passed, local taxes taised, and 
new schools built, less education-conscious neighbors 
in surrounding counties will get the same benefits with- 
out the hard work or self-taxation, should the Federal 
Aid bill be passed by the House of Representatives. 
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Berlin 


The light must not go out. As no other place in the 
world and as no other issue in the history of the last 15 
years, West Berlin has become the symbol of Western 
determination that free men shall remain free. Khrush- 
chev dons a general’s uniform to growl threats about 
the need for the establishment of West Berlin as a “free 
city” by the end of the year. President Kennedy and 
other Western leaders reply that no unilateral action can 
be recognized regarding Berlin. Accordingly, there will 
be discussions this summer and fa!l between both sides 
as to the possibility of a bilateral agreement, a highly 
remote possibility we feel. But let there be an exchange 
of views so that the Soviet Premier will realize that the 
West will never allow the light of West Berlin to go out. 








We could talk about centralization of power, deficit 
spending, no “need” proven, et al. But we think this 
Maryland citizen has expressed reasons which are so 
basic and obvious that other arguments seem unneces- 
sary. 

The fact that the Nation’s school board members met 
in convention in Philadelphia last month and voted 
almost unanimously against proposals to endorse Fed- 
eral Aid to Education would seem to indicate that there 
is little public support for Aid to Education. 

Rumor around the Capitol has it that at least one 
state legislature has decided not to appropriate funds 
for education this year until it knows whether Federal 
funds will be forthcoming. Such state irresponsibility, 
we hope, is not widespread. Facts and figures prove 
just the opposite. The U.S. spends more, through its 
free, locally financed and controlled educational sys- 
tem, than on anything other than national defense. 
Let’s hope that the House of Representatives will stand 
firm against this gigantic fraud, Federal Aid to Educa- 
tion, as it has so many times in the past. 


War on Communism 


A remarkable coincidence occurred in the House of 
Representatives on June 12 when two nearly identical 
resolutions expressing the will of the American people 
for complete victory over Communism were introduced 
on the House Floor. One was sponsored by Congress- 
man Donald Bruce of Indiana, and the other was in- 
troduced by Congressman John Pillion of New York. 

Bruce’s resolution declares “the indomitable will of 
the people of the United States of America and the 
unswerving purpose of their Government to achieve 
complete victory over the forces of the World Commu- 
nist Movement,” and directs that the President prepare 
a foreign policy designed to “defeat those who would 
destroy us.” 
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House Joint Resolution 444, now pending before the 
House Foreign Affairs Committee, is the first such reso- 
lution of its kind in our memory. Many have spoken 
out in favor of a foreign policy that is designed to win 
in the long recognized war with Communism, but so far 
as we know, never have two such resolutions been in- 
troduced on the floor of Congress. 

We suggest that our readers write to members of the 
House Foreign Affairs Committee urging that H.J. Res. 
444 and 447 be reported out for House action. 


The Two-Cuba Policy 


The Logan Act forbids private citizens to negotiate 
with foreign governments “without the authority of the 
United States.” As interpreted by the New Frontier, 
however, the Act will permit the Kennedy-endorsed 
“Tractors for Freedom” group to appease a government 
we don’t recognize. Other citizens who bear a legiti- 
mate gripe with the Castro government can—well, they 
can retire to ponder the dynamic, fin-tailed, forward- 
look of our foreign policy. 

Peter Korenda, an American tourist in Havana, was 
shot and killed on March 13, 1957 by Cuban authorities 
engaged in suppressing an insurrectionist attack on the 
President's Palace. In September, 1959, the new Castro 
regime agreed to pay the deceased’s brother, John 
Korenda, $100,000 in full settlement. Castro subse- 
quently reneged on the promise, and a series of un- 
successful efforts by Korenda to claim the settlement 
eventually found him visiting the State Department this 
May. There, Korenda discussed the matter with George 
Spangler, a claims officer in State. Spangler, says 
Korenda, became furious at Korenda’s attempts to deal 
with Havana, advised him that he could “get in trouble” 
because of the Logan Act, and had his secretary type 
up a copy of the Act for Korenda’s benefit. 

Recently Korenda sent the following telegram to 
Senator Homer Capehart (R.-Ind.), who has taken an 
interest in the case: “Confirm my communication with 
your office. Spangler of State Department told me not 
to negotiate with Cuba over my brother’s death be- 
cause of Logan Act. Please make these facts known to 
the people.” Korenda’s failing as an amateur diplomat 
is clear, as any striped-pants bureaucrat can plainly 
see. He has not volunteered to donate para-military 
material to a tin-horn dictator who vows our destruc- 
tion. 


Politics and Bedfellows 


Rafael Trujillo is gone. The rejoicing, especially on 
the left, has yet to cease. Trujillo was a dictator of long 
standing, but anti-communist and pro-West until his 
last year when he turned ardently anti-American, after 
the United States severed diplomatic relations with his 
government. 
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The steady flow of adverse comment in liberal pub- 
lications about the assassinated strong man once again 
points up the duplicity and the naivete of the left. They 
condone dictatorships or authoritarian governments 
such as those of Tito, Sukarno, and Touré, and direct 
their fire almost exclusively against dictatorial and au- 
thoritarian systems that can be tagged right-wing, such 
as the Franco and Salazar governments, the govern- 
ments of Nationalist China and South Korea. 

On foreign policy they consistently crusade with their 
double standard: aid for Betancourt, none for Jimenéz; 
aid to Sukarno, none to anti-communist rebels; recogni- 
tion for Chou En-lai, disassociation from Chiang Kai- 
shek. The argument is advanced that we should have 
no truck with dictators, that we should align ourselves 
with “purely democratic” governments, for after all, 
our alliance with right-wing dictatorships plays into the 
communists’ hands. We should avoid “dictators,” goes 
the refrain, because their systems are unpopular and not 
representative of the people, although the liberals are 
sure neutralist and left-wing governments are. In short, 
it is wiser, and more comfortable, to sympathize with 
Castro than with Batista; with Betancourt than with 
Jimenéz; with Touré than with Tshombe. 

While, by Western standards, authoritarian govern- 
ments may be undesirable, we remind our liberal friends 
that in Asia, Africa, and Latin America, there is rarely 
a model Western government available as an alterna- 
tive to communism. The choice is often not between 
black and white, but between gray and black, and some- 
times between a whitish gray and a blackish gray. 
Backing anti-communist dictators or authoritarians is 
the lesser of two evils. Communism is the greater evil. 
We cannot fight it alone or with weak allies or dubious 
anti-communists. 


THIS MONTH 


e Fulton Lewis, Jr. speculates as to why the Soviets 
bother with espionage when the United States is so 
accommodating with its scientific secrets. Page 6. 
e All the liberal cant notwithstanding, the real China 
lobby is the Red China Lobby. Allan Ryskind dis- 
cusses same in The New Guard cover story for July. 
Page 8. 

e What does the John Tower victory in Texas mean? 
Kenneth Thompson comes up with an answer which 
will not win the praise of the Democratic National 
Committee. Or, then again, perhaps it will. Page 11. 
e A veteran reporter on Latin America offers one of 
the best analyses of the Cuban affair that we have 
seen. Page 7. 


e Political action on the right? It can be found every 
day at the Washington headquarters of Americans for 
Constitutional Action. Carol Bauman capsules ACA 
and its young dynamic executive director, Charlie 
McManus. Page 13. 


e Our cover is by William Fleishell. 
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A Scientific One-Way Street 


By Futon Lewis, Jr. 


I wonder sometimes why the Soviet 
Union goes to the trouble and expense 
of maintaining its far-flung espionage 
apparatus in the United States, with its 
Rosenbergs and Remingtons and Sobles. 

After all, it entails a certain risk to 
the individuals and for most of the 
material involved, it is quite unneces- 
sary. It would be much simpler and 
safer to walk into the U.S. Patent Of- 
fice which under present law, must sup- 
ply anyone — Soviet agents included — 
with complete details of virtually every 
invention ever patented in the United 
States. 

I have first-hand knowledge of the 
Patent Office’s willingness to give blue- 
prints of strategic value to members of 
the Communist Party. Not so long ago, 
my associate, William Schulz, de- 
scended upon the Patent Office posing 
as a Russian diplomat and was able to 
buy for a nominal fee the detailed plans 
of American military hardware. 

Introducing himself as A. P. Azarov 
of the Russian Embassy, Mr. Schulz 
presented a list of desired patents. He 
was asked no questions and Patent Of- 
fice bureaucrats acted as if it were 
commonplace for members of the Soviet 
delegation to purchase US patents. 

For $4.25 the Patent Office sold to 
the man they understood to be an of- 
ficial of the Soviet Union nine different 
patents. All have strategic value. Typi- 
cal was the design for a newly patented 
space missile, handed over with no 
questions asked. 

Russian engineers trying vainly to 
duplicate American successes in the 
field of jet aircraft will be happy to 
know that it is possible for their Wash- 
ington comrades to purchase innumera- 
ble designs that will make their task 
easier. “Mr. Azarov,” for instance was 
able to buy nine pages of blueprints 
that explained how to control “The Air 
Inlet of a Jet Propulsion Unit.” 

Among those patents available ta 
“Mr. Azarov” from the Atomic Energy 
Commission is one that explains a new 
“Uranium Extraction Process.” Handed 
over also was Patent No. 2,864,168 
which contains 13 diagrams and five 


pages of fine print on a newly patented 
“Sight System for Firearms,” designed 
especially for machine guns. 

Other patents obtained included 
those for an “Intelligence Transmission 
System,” planes and ships, jet engines 
and code transmitters. 

This is by no means the only mili- 
tary information freely available to the 
Kremlin. It is now official government 
policy, for instance, for US scientists 
to furnish their Soviet counterparts with 
reports detailing American progress in 
the field of “basic research.” 

The Government maintains that such 
research has no military significance, 
and is of little use to Red military men. 
The late Donald Hughes, the brilliant 
scientist who met an untimely death a 
year ago, long held the view, however, 
that there was no substantial difference 
between “basic” and “practical” re- 
search. The basic research of today, he 
said, is the military arsenal of tomor- 
row. 

Nevertheless, the Government has 
made available to the USSR American 
papers on nuclear reactors, neutron 
physics and atomic radiation. These re- 
ports are published bi-weekly, and for- 
warded to Soviet scientists in the hope 
they will reciprocate with information 
about their own scientific endeavors. 

Working at the Argonne National 
Laboratory in Chicago are top notch 
scientists exploring the myriad avenues 
of pure science. A recent Argonne re- 
port made available to the Soviets was 
entitled “Trends in Nuclear Reactor 
Control.” Co-authored by scientists W. 
C. Lipinski and J. M. Harrer, the report 
covers the following areas: 

“Some trends in reactor control sys- 
tems are discussed and criticized. The 
items treated are control mechanisms, 
control systems and supervisory cir- 





Fulton Lewis, Jr. is one of the busiest 
conservatives we know, dividing his 
time between a daily 15-minute radio 
program, a thrice-weekly column about 
Washington and a weekly inside report 
on politics and politicians across the 
country. This article was written espe- 
cially for THz NEw Guarp. 
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'} Every other week the Atomic Energy 
Commission publishes an_ inch-thick 
publication entitled “Nuclear Science 
Abstract,” which summarizes several 
hundred new reports available to scien- 
tists in every nation. Many have mili- 
tary significance. They include: 

“Thermoelectric Nuclear Fuel Ele- 
ments, Quarterly Progress Report for 
October-December, 1960,” drafted by 
a team of six scientists for the Atomic 
Power Department of Westinghouse 
Electric Corporation. 

“Performance Potential of Nuclear 
Rockets,” by Robert Neghriflian for the 
Jet Propulsion Laboratory of the Cali- 
fornia Institute of Technology. 

The American data is presented to 
the Soviets in the hope that we will re- 
ceive from them similar progress re- 
ports. Precious little is received, how- 
ever. Top US scientist Homer Newell 
represented this country in the much 
heralded International Geophysical Year 
project three years ago. 

He turned over to the Soviets all 
available information on US _ space 
probes and satellite launchings, hoping 
to receive information on the Red 
Sputniks. He was given nothing. Newell 
reported that the Russians pleaded 
“Don’t press us,” when asked for data 
on their rockets, orbits, power supplies 
and radio tracking equipment. 

The White House reports the Presi- 
dent is “enthusiastic” about cultural ex- 
changes with the Soviet Union. Let us 
hope that Mr. Kennedy will soon learn 
that scientific exchange, Soviet style, is 
strictly a one-way street. 
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x: for both research and power 
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let's Learn From Guatemala 





The Liberation Way 


By Patrick MCMAHON 


The current debate about the humili- 
ating and tragic Cuban fiasco points up 
the critical need for the United States— 
officials, press and public—to review, 
study and analyze the lessons that 
were spread before our eyes in Guate- 
mala a few years ago. 

Our failure to have done so at the 
time represents a curious and danger- 
ous spot in our whole concept of hemi- 
sphere security. There are two vital 
lessons to be learned from the events 
in Guatemala from 1945 to 1954: 

It was there, during the first years of 
this period, that international commu- 
nism developed and perfected a new 
subversive technique, specifically de- 
signed for Latin America. Experts call 
it the Guatemalan Way. Just as the 
Yenan Way was the communist pattern 
for the conquest of China, so is the 
Guatemalan Way the communist pro- 
gram for the conquest of Latin America. 
It was followed with remarkable fidel- 
ity and success in the takeover of Cuba. 
It is being followed with varying de- 
grees of success in every Latin Ameri- 
can republic today. 

It was in Guatemala too, that Carlos 
Castillo Armas and his followers devel- 
oped the technique which he sometimes 
called the “Liberation Way.” This was 
the technique they used in the first, 
and thus far ‘the only, successful effort 
in history to overthrow an entrenched 
communist dictatorship. Surely on the 
basis of this achievement, Castillo’s 
methods merit the most careful study. 

Had we bothered to learn the first 
lesson, it is extremely doubtful that 
Castro would ever have captured the 
Cuban revolutionary movement. Had 
we studied the second, certainly we 
would have avoided the disastrous blun- 
ders of the April invasion of Cuba. 

But most important, there is every 
reason to believe that unless we learn 
those lessons, and quickly, we will com- 
pound the blunders we have already 
made with even more disastrous results. 

The whole tenor of the current debate 
indicates that we have only the vaguest 
notion of why Castillo’s movement suc- 
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ceeded so dramatically and why the 
Cuban venture failed. ° 

The debate centers around the alleged 
military mistakes involved in the ill- 
fated invasion and the question of who 
was responsible: CIA or the Joint 
Chiefs; Eisenhower or Kennedy. 

But the all-important conclusion to 
be drawn from Guatemala is that 
Castillo’s successful movement was not 
a military operation at all. It was a 
subversive operation. It succeeded be- 
cause of the brilliant planning and the 
skillful and heroic execution of its sub- 
versive phases. 

Conversely, the Cuban effort failed 
not because of the weakness of the 
military tactics employed in the actual 
invasion, but because of the weakness 
of its essential subversive preparations. 
It failed because the movement failed 
to convince the Cuban people, and es- 
pecially the Cuban armed forces, of the 
integrity of its motives; because it failed 
to convince them they should support, 
not resist, the rebel forces. In view of 
the smallness of the invading force, it 
was a foregone conclusion that it was 
doomed, if the Cuban army and air 
force chose to fight. No military plan- 
ning or tactics, however brilliant, could 
have averted disaster. 





Pat McMahon is a veteran newsman 
who has been covering Latin America 
for many years. He is presently work- 
ing for the Hearst Newspapers out of 
Washington. 





On June 20, 1954 Carlos Castillo 
Armas led three columns of poorly- 
armed, poorly-trained revolutionaries 
across the Honduran border into Guate- 
mala. They totaled less than 200 men. 
And they challenged a standing army 
of 5,000, an equal number of trained 
reserves, the strongest and best-equip- 
ped air force in Central America, and a 
trained, well-armed workers’ militia of 
more than 10,000. Castillo’s tiny force 
would have been wiped out in a matter 
of hours had the Guatemalan public 
and armed forces remained loyal to 
Arbenz. 

But the public openly defied the 


government and supported the liber- 
ators. The armed forces refused to fight. 
The workers’ militia, on which the com- 
munists had relied so heavily, ignored 
the orders of their leaders to mobilize. 
Recruits flocked by the thousands to 
join Castillo’s forces. 

This was not a spontaneous reaction, 
such as the U. S. officials involved 
hoped for in Cuba. It was the result of 
more than two years of painstaking, 
intelligent, desperate effort, effort that 
led to the brutal tortures and deaths of 
more than 200 of Castillo’s followers 
who had fallen into the hands of the 
communist secret police. 


The key factors included: 


1. The adoption by Castillo and his 
followers of a positive, specific and 
detailed program to benefit all classes 
of Guatemalans, socially, economically 
and politically, which they pledged to 
carry out once they liberated the nation 
from communist rule. “We cannot win 
this fight with guns,” Castillo told this 
writer in 1952. “We must offer our 
people something better than they can 
ever expect to get under communism. 
Most important, we must mean it, and 
we must convince our people we 
mean it.” 

2. An intensive, well-planned propa- 
ganda campaign hammered at all seg- 
ments of the Guatemalan public, day 
after day for more than two years. The 
objectives: to expose the alien direction 
of the Arbenz regime, its failures and its 
corruption and to expound and explain 
the constructive aspects of Castillo’s 
proposed program. 

3. The organization of a dedicated, 
fairly well disciplined underground that 
carried out the propaganda campaign 
and other subversive tactics. 

4. A carefully - planned conspiracy 
within the armed forces. The hard core 
consisted of a number of idealistic 
young officers and a few seniors. It also 
included a few venal officers in key 
positions who were bribed with large 
sums of money and/or promises. In the 
final phase — after the invasion — these 
were quickly joined by a large number 
of band-wagon jumpers, impelled by 
the popular support for Castillo and 
the desire to be on the winning side. 

Those were the elements that made 
Castillo’s movement a success, and 
which were lacking in the Cuban effort. 
There were two other aspects of the 
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UN Admission for Peiping? 


The Red China Lobby 





By ALLAN RyYSKIND 


With the 16th regular session of the 
United Nations coming up in Septem- 
ber, the annual drive to push Red 
China into the United Nations can be 
expected to grow in ever increasing 
intensity over the next few months. 
Every year about this time the lobbyists 
for Red China start oiling up their prop- 
aganda machinery, preparing to soften 
up the hard, tough core of opposition to 
the outlaw government of Mao Tse- 
tung. The softening process has already 
begun in some quarters. 

Lord Home, Britain’s Foreign Secre- 
tary, declared earlier this year that 
Britain, where isolationist pressure to 
withdraw from the Far East is over- 
whelming, may reconsider its past posi- 
tion of keeping Red China out of the 
UN; in South America, Brazilian politi- 
cians, swayed by powerful leftist ele- 
ments at home, have made similar 
noises; and here at home there are the 
gloomy fatalists who predict that ad- 
mission is inevitable. Just this May the 
powerful left-wing Americans for Dem- 
ocratic Action, whose members have 
flocked to high foreign policy posts in 
the Kennedy Administration, called for 
“immediate” recognition of the Peiping 
regime. 

“Inevitability” is the battle cry of 
the front line shock troops for Red 
China’s recognition, and it cannot be 
denied that Mao’s supporters within the 
UN have waxed demonstrably fatter 
over the years. Their strength can be 
gauged by a simple voting test partici- 
pated in by the General Assembly’s 
member nations, now 99, which each 
year since 1950 have voted, not on the 
actual question of seating Red China, 
but on whether the General Assembly 
shall consider or debate possible Peiping 
membership. 


In 1952 opponents of Red China re- 
ceived their biggest victory when the 
General Assembly, by a 42-7 vote with 
11 abstentions, refused to consider 
Peiping recognition. Last year, while 
42 nations still opposed discussion and 
22 abstained, those favoring debate 
had swelled their ranks by almost five 


times, to 34 member nations. The 
strategists backing Peiping membership 
know, moreover, that once the issue is 
considered it would take only a simple 
majority of nations present and voting 
(an abstention is not counted as a vote) 
to seat the delegates of Mao Tse-tung in 
the General Assembly. 


The United States cannot block Red 
China’s entry into the General Assembly 
through its veto power in the Security 
Council. As the veto only applies to 
new nations bidding for membership, 
Red China’s boosters are attempting to 
outflank the veto. Their goal is to get 
the General Assembly to credit the 
delegates of Mao Tse-tung as the true 
representatives of the already existing 
member nation of China. This can be 
accomplished by a simple majority of 
the GA’s members if a simple majority 
also decides that seating Red China’s 
delegates is a purely procedural matter. 


The Red China lobby knows only 
too well, however, that it has less than 
a Red Chinaman’s chance to achieve its 
goal unless it can break the will of the 
free world’s leader, the United States, 
to oppose recognition. The United 
States has been the stiff backbone of 
resistance of those opposing member- 
ship in the past. There is little doubt 
that Red China’s admission can be 
blocked once again if we continue to 
make it clear we will not tolerate mem- 
bership of a nation which holds Ameri- 
cans as captives, has provoked wars and 
aggression throughout Southeast Asia, 
has raped Tibet, violated India’s bound- 
aries and still bears the label of “ag- 
gressor” pinned on it by the United 
Nations in February, 1951, for inter- 
vening in the Korean War. 

The signs, in fact, are all in our 
favor of keeping Mao out again this 
year. There is no certainty that the 34 
UN nations which have rallied to Red 
China’s cause can persuade the remain- 
ing member nations to take up the un- 
holy banner of Mao. According to a 
State Department report in April of 
this year, only 34 nations within the 
UN exchange ambassadors with Red 
China. Unless this figure changes drasti- 
cally, the supporters of Communist 


Chinese membership should not in- 
crease noticeably over last year. 


Moreover, not all the nations which 
favor debate on Red China, according 
to the State Department, necessarily 
favor its admission, and many of the 
countries which do favor admission do 
not consider the issue a purely pro- 
cedural question requiring a simple 
majority vote. If the General Assembly 
decides this is a “substantive” issue, it 
would then take two-thirds of the mem- 
bers present and voting to seat Commu- 
nist China’s delegates. 

The plain facts are that for 10 long 
years the United States with its anti- 
Communist allies have managed to keep 
this outlaw government outside the UN 
through persuasion and power politics. 
Last year, when it looked as if some 
countries were wavering on whether to 
consider Peiping’s membership, UN 
Ambassador James Wadsworth threat- 
ened United States withdrawal from 
the UN to keep doubters in line. Wads- 
worth fought every inch of the way to 
defeat Red China’s membership and 
clearly we can defeat its entry again. 
The question arises, however, does the 
United States wish to keep Red China 
out of the UN? 


It is obvious that the Administra- 
tion is ravaged by inner conflict on the 
issue. Despite a statement by Vice 
President Lyndon Johnson opposing ad- 
mission in May — the only truly strong 
statement of any kind emanating from 
the Administration on this subject— 
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there is ample evidence that United 
States resistance to Red China’s UN 
entry is being sapped at its very roots. 

UN Ambassador Adlai Stevenson has 
already announced that, like death, 
recognition is “inevitable.” Undersecre- 
tary of State Chester Bowles, appointed 
for his supposed expert knowledge on 
Far Eastern affairs, threw away the 
most powerful diplomatic weapon used 
to whip wavering UN members into 
line when he told the Senate Foreign 
Relations Committee in January the 
United States should not pull out of the 
UN even if Red China were admitted. 


Within the Administration, moreover, 
there is a thick layer of diplomats and 
special advisers to the President who, 
for various reasons, have in the recent 
past forthrightly stated or implied that 
the United States and/or the United 
Nations should recognize the gangster 
government of Mao. These men hold to 
a powerful school of thought, devel- 
oped within the Government’s high 
counsels as far back as 1949, that Red 
China can be wooed away from the 
Soviets through recognition and that 
its communism can be “softened” by 
continual contact with the West. This, 
despite the fact that a good case can be 
made that Soviet communism has ac- 
tually grown in proportion to its con- 
tact with the United States and West- 
ern powers. Who are these diplomats 
and advisers? 


* Secretary of State Dean Rusk. 
Rusk headed the Rockefeller Brothers 
Fund Report issued in December, 1959, 
which strongly condemned US policy of 
non-recognition, claimed the US “must 
avoid wherever possible courses of ac- 
tion which seem to drive China closer to 
the Soviet,” and warned that the United 
States could not afford to see itself “cut 
off” from mainland China. 

¢ Undersecretary of State Chester 
Bowles. While Bowles now denies he’s 
for recognition, he stated before the 
Senate Foreign Relations Committee 
on January 19, 1961 that he would 
admit Red China into the UN “on the 
basis of commitments that will guar- 
antee the protection of Formosa.” 

¢ UN Ambassador Adlai Stevenson. 
The man who will be charged with 
keeping Red China out of the United 
Nations not only has admitted the in- 
evitability of recognition, but is on rec- 
ord on a September 22, 1959 New York 
TV program as saying that it has been 
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a “mistake” for the United States to 
oppose recognition since this has clearly 
hurt our standing with some allies and 
neutral nations. Stevenson’s actions in 
the UN, particularly his invitation on 
April 18 to the illegal government of 
North Korea to participate in discus- 
sions on the future of South Korea be- 
fore the UN, hardly lead one to believe 
he will go to the wall to keep out the 
illegal Communist Chinese Government. 
¢ Ambassador to Japan Edwin O. 
Reischauer. In the State Department's 
Round Table Discussion on American 
Foreign Policy Toward China in 1948 
(called to formulate a policy toward 
Peiping, then in Communist hands), 
Reischauer said: “We seem to be in 
very general agreement about the de- 
sirability of recognizing the Communist 
government in China and recognizing it 
fairly soon.” Reischauer also argued in 
his book, Wanted: An Asian Policy, in 
1955, that Red China’s entry into the 
UN would benefit the United States. 
A flock of other New Frontiersmen 
have also come out for US and/or UN 
recognition in the recent past. They are 
Ambassador to NATO Thomas K. Fin- 
letter; roving Ambassador W. Averell 
Harriman; Ambassador without port- 
folio Dean Acheson; Ambassador to 
India John Kenneth Galbraith; Ambas- 
sador to the Geneva test-ban Arthur 
Dean; part of Kennedy's “Tuesday” 
advisory group: Arthur Schlesinger and 
Walt Whitman Rostow; and Chairman 


of the Senate Foreign Relations Com- 
mittee J. W. Fulbright. Senator Ful- 
bright along with the delegate to the 
UN last year, Senator Wayne Morse, 
said as recently as ten months ago that 
we should bring Red China into the 
UN. 

It is extremely difficult to believe that 
President Kennedy has appointed these 
men holding similar views on China 
without actually holding the same view 
himself. There are even stronger rea- 
sons for assuming the President, no 
matter what has been said, is not ill 
disposed to considering a seat for 
Peiping in the United Nations. On 
April 12 an AP dispatch emanating 
from official sources in London claimed 
that Kennedy told British Prime Min- 
ister Macmillan earlier this year that 
the United States would not oppose 
United Nations debate on recognition. 
The explosive dispatch said, further- 
more, that Kennedy told Macmillan he 
needs “at least 12 months to prepare 
Americans to accept Red China ad- 
mission to the UN.” 

This, of course, may mean that rec- 
ognition won’t come for another year, 
for which we can be thankful. The 
President did not flatly deny the dis- 
patch, contending only the US would 
continue to stand by the policy which 
it had formulated in the past. The 
question is, which policy will we follow 
—that of Lyndon Johnson or that of 
the Red China lobby? 
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Guatemalan movement that are equally 
important: 

It was truly a Guatemalan move- 
ment and so recognized by the Guate- 
malan people. It received help from 
many sources: from Presidents Somoza 
of Nicaragua, Remon of Panama, Gal- 
vez of Honduras, Osario of El Salvador; 
and, toward the end, from the United 
States. Despite all reports to the con- 
trary, the U. S. contribution—though 
helpful—was relatively negligible. The 
entire movement in all its essential 
phases was initiated, planned, directed 
and carried out by Guatemaltecos. All 
decisions were made by Guatemaltecos. 
And those who were tortured and died 
—they too were Guatemaltecos. 


The most disastrous aspect of the 


Cuban effort was the impression given 
throughout the hemisphere months be- 
fore the invasion took place, by news 
stories and radio broadcasts, that it was 
U.S.-instigated, U.S.-directed, and that 
the Cuban revolutionaries were little 
more than pawns of U.S. policy. The 
Kremlin itself could not have conceived 
a more effective way to discredit the 
movement in the eyes of the Cuban 


people. 


The final important aspect is the 
high degree of unity that existed among 
the Guatemalan revolutionaries, despite 
the fact they included men of all shades 
of political opinion from the extreme 
right to the extreme non-communist left. 
One has only to read the daily papers 
to draw the unhappy contrast. 















The following is a chronology of the 
religious struggle in Communist Cuba. 
It has been translated from Bohemia 


Libre and The New Guard is indebted ~ 


to Carlos Todd, editor of the Cuban 
Information Service, for making it avail- 
able to us. 

January, 1959: The government tried 
to preclude the renewal of courses in 
Villanova Catholic University, but 
yielded to Catholic pressure. The news- 
paper “Revolucion,” government organ, 
published an editorial entitled “Roman 
Education, for what?”, in which it vio- 
lently attacked Catholic schooling. 

November, 1959: National Catholic 
Congress celebrated in Havana. More 
than 500,000 people shouted “Social 
justice, yes! Communism, no!” 

February, 1960: Catholic students of 
Villanova and Havana University de- 
posited a floral offering on the statue 
of José Marti as an apology for the same 
gesture made by visiting Soviet Vice- 
Premier Anastas Mikoyan. The stu- 
dents were arrested by the police and 
called “counter-revolutionaries.” 

March, 1960: Msgr. Enrique Pérez 
Serantes, bishop of Santiago de Cuba, 
published a Pastoral Letter against 
Communist infiltration, warning that 
“the enemy is within.” 

.August, 1960: The Cardinal and all 
Cuban bishops published a collective 
Pastoral Letter defending the principles 
of social justice, but denouncing the 
trend of the regime towards Commu- 
nist totalitarianism. National Catholic 
associations authorized by ecclesiastical 
authorities backed the Pastoral letter. 

The government created an apoc- 
ryphal “Catholic” association, “With 
the Cross and With the Country,” in 
an effort to divide Catholics, and cen- 
sured the Bishops. Renegade priest 
German Lence became the government- 
al instrument to create a schism. 

September, 1960: The government 
closed all Catholic programs on radio 
and television. Groups of militia created 
disturbances in churches to prevent the 
reading of Pastoral Letters to the faith- 
ful with shouts of “Down with the 
priests!” 

November, 1960: Fidel Castro vio- 
lently attacked Catholic priests, calling 
them “myrmidons in cassocks.” Stu- 
dents at Villanova Catholic University 
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Castro and the Church 


suspended classes for several days as a 
protest for the execution of the presi- 
dent of the Students Association of Las 
Villas University. The government 
weekly, “Cuba Nueva,” charged that 
Catholic schools were “counter-revolu- 
tionary centers.” 

In Guantanamo, leaflets were distrib- 
uted insulting Catholic schools. In San- 
tiago de Cuba, militiamen surrounded 
the Dolores School. In Camagiiey, Com- 
munists provoked disorders in the Sale- 
sian School. Auxiliary Bishop of Ha- 
vana, Msgr. Eduardo Boza Masvidal, 
published an article in the Catholic 
magazine “Quincena,” censuring the 
totalitarian procedures of the govern- 
ment, and denying that the Castro 
revolution was Christian. 

December, 1960: The Bishopric of 
Havana addressed an open letter to 
Castro, protesting against his insults 
and offenses against the clergy and 
Catholic institutions. 

January, 1961: The archbishop of 
Santiago de Cuba published a new 
Pastoral Letter, asking for the union of 
all Catholics against Communist infil- 
tration. 

February, 1961: A meeting of the 
Association of Catholic Youth was as- 
saulted by militiamen, who barred exit 
to all those assisting, among them, the 
Bishop of Havana, Msgr. Evelio Diaz. 

March, 1961: Fidel Castro accused 
the Church of being “the fifth column 
of the counter-revolution.” Groups of 
militiamen destroyed posters announc- 
ing the Day of Catechism in all Cuba. 
The electro-mechanical school of Belén 
Jesuit College and several private 
schools were taken over by the govern- 
ment. 

The Parish priest of the town of 
Palos was physically attacked by a 
Communist goon squad following orders 
from the Minister of Justice. Father 
Francisco, chaplain of the Escambray 
forces was arrested. Communist mobs 
attacked Catholic students in Santiago 
de Cuba. Castro announced in a speech 
that Colén Cemetery, a church prop- 
erty in Havana, would be nationalized. 

The Holy Week procession of the 
Caridad Church in Havana was broken 
up by a gang of Communists, shouting 
“Fidel!” Fifty persons were arrested. 
The Passion play in the city of Giiines 








was broken up by militia who fired on 
the attendants. All the audience was 
arrested by the police. 

April, 1961: Several leaders of the 
Catholic Workers’ Youth Association 
were arrested. The invasion of April 17 
brought with it the seizure of churches, 
convents, and Catholic institutions and 
schools. Hundreds of priests were ar- 
rested. Two bishops, Msgrs. Evelio 
Diaz and Eduardo Boza Masvidal, 
were arrested and subjected to indig- 
nities. Cardinal Arteaga sought asylum 
in a foreign embassy. Churches were 
profaned by militia searching for sup- 
posed cachés of arms. Church statues 
were broken in Matanzas. The cam- 
paign against the Church grew in 
ferocity in the press, radio and tele- 
vision. Numerous Catholic institutions 
were converted into militia barracks. 

May, 1961: On May Ist, Fidel Castro 
announced the nationalization of all 
Catholic schools and ordered the expul- 
sion of all foreign priests. Villanova 
Catholic University was also national- 
ized. Hundreds of priests and nuns 
fled the country and a wave of terror 
engulfed the population of Cuba. 


Liberator Influence 


And still they come! Insight and Out- 
look at the University of Wisconsin. 
The New Individualist Review at the 
University of Chicago. And now, Lib- 
erator, a brand new magazine published 
by students at several Louisiana col- 
leges. 

The editor and publisher of Liberator 
is Heywood Hillyer, a student at Tulane 
University. Other schools represented 
in the first issue are Loyola University 
of the South, Southeastern Louisiana 
College and Louisiana State University. 

The first issue of Liberator features a 
lead article by the peripatetic Barry 
Goldwater, who discusses “The Future 
and Conservatism.” Also included is an 
interview with Frank Meyer of National 
Review magazine, who declared, “There 
has been, in the last half-dozen years, 
and especially in this past year, an 
amazing resurgence of conservatism.” 

Liberator is an intelligent, well-edited 
publication which deserves support 
from conservatives, particularly those to 
the South. Their address is 5025 Pry- 
tania St., New Orleans 15, La. Drop 
them a line—or a check. 
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A Tower of Strength 





Turning the Tide in Texas 


By KENNETH E. THOMPSON 


Although many important factors 
may be read into the May 27th election 
which sent a Texas Republican to the 
United States Senate for the first time 
in almost 100 years, none is more im- 
portant than the ultimatum which was 
handed the state’s conservative Demo- 
crats by their labor-liberal brethren. 

Many observers on the Texas scene 
who have commented on this “fluke” 
election of the uncompromising con- 
servative Republican, John G. Tower, 
have described the results as a “golden 
opportunity for the Republican Party.” 





Others have heralded it as the begin- 
ning of genuine two-party politics in 
the Lone Star State. 

But the effect of this single election 
on Texas politics—and indirectly on the 
politics of every state south of the 
Mason-Dixon Line—is far more pointed 
and potent than this. The tide has now 
been turned, the crossroads passed. By 
far the clearest and most important 
message to be read from the May 27th 
Texas senatorial election is that the 
party of conservatism in Texas and, 
eventually throughout the South, is and 
must be the Republican Party. 

Robert D. Novak, writing in the 
May 31st Wall Street Journal, declared 
that events of the last five months in 
Texas have uncovered two new politi- 
cal facts of life: 

1) that “no Democrat can be safely 
assured of victory in a Texas statewide 
race without campaign help from 
liberal-labor forces;” 

2) that “These forces are unwilling 
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to do battle for the lesser of two evils; 
they can be counted to back only those 
candidates who will vote the liberal 
line on most central issues.” 


The obvious conclusion which must 
be drawn from these facts, and from 
the special character of the May 27th 
election, is that the liberal-labor bloc 
within the Texas Democratic Party 
possesses and intends to use a veto 
power over that Party’s statewide nomi- 
nees. Though the liberals of Texas, as 
a group, may not always be strong 
enough to elect one of their own, they 
do have the strength to prevent the 
election of stanchly conservative Demo- 
cratic candidates. 


Most conservatives would like to be- 
lieve that John Tower won his seat in 
the Senate purely on his own merits 
and without any outside assistance. 
They would like to believe that the 
votes he amassed were 100 percent 
conservative. This, unfortunately, was 
not the case. His victory over the 
incumbent, Senator William Blakley, 
was razor thin—a mere 10,000 votes out 
of some 900,000 cast. (Blakley’s aides 
have admitted privately that Democrat- 
ic vote frauds reduced Tower's margin 
of victory by at least 25,000 to 35,000 
votes, but even an honest count would 
not have raised his percentage margin 
significantly. ) 

Election results clearly indicated that 
Tower could not have beaten Blakley 
without the support of the liberal Dem- 
ocrats. Many of them voted for him 
directly, but more important were the 
thousands who sat out the election in 
preference to casting a ballot for Blak- 
ley, which would have increased the 
conservative strength in their party. 
The results showed that Tower had 
won heavily in liberal strongholds and 
that he picked up districts which had 





(The editors wish to emphasize that 
the views expressed in signed articles 
do not necessarily represent the views of 
THe New Guarp. We welcome a cross 
section of opinion about politics and 
policies. And we would be pleased to 
receive a rebuttal of the above article.) 


always been considered “safe” for the 
Democrats. He won the votes of many 
Negroes and Mexicans who would have 
given their support to a more liberal 
Democrat. In addition, it might be 
noted that Tower waged a much more 
vigorous campaign and that he was 
obviously the more attractive of the 
two candidates—which helped him to 
win other non-conservative support. 

This is not meant, however, to mini- 
mize the strength of conservatism in 
Texas. Blakley himself was an un- 
abashed enemy of the New Frontier 
and the largest portion of his votes 
undoubtedly came from conservatives. 
The April primary—perhaps the best 
recent indication of philosophical vot- 
ing patterns throughout the state—dem- 
onstrated the strength of conservatism 
in Texas. Tower and Blakley together 
cornered half of the ballots, while 67 
other candidates (not all of them out- 
right liberals) shared the other half. 

But the facts of the matter are that 
if the liberals had agreed on a candi- 
date they could have beaten Blakley 
for a spot in the May run-off. And if 
that candidate had been a moderate 
liberal—say Congressman Jim Wright— 
they very likely would have beaten 
Tower. 

Thus, while there has been a rising 
tide of conservatism across the Lone 
Star State over the past few years, 
there has also been a strengthening of 
liberal-labor influence within the Dem- 
ocratic Party there. The liberals have 
demonstrated both their intentions and 
their ability to prevent conservative 
Democratic nominees from nailing 
down statewide elections and they are 
not likely to repeat their tactical error 
of failing to compromise on a moderate 
candidate in order to win party nomi- 
nations. 


As recent events have shown, con- 
servatives in Texas are in a majority 
and their numbers appear to be in- 
creasing. Within the Democratic Party, 
however, this is not true. Labor-liberal 
forces have outstripped the conserva- 
tives here, and at present they are in 
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control of most of the Congressional 
and statewide offices. 


It would seem that the time has now 
come for conservatives to recognize that 
they can no longer afford to split their 
forces between two political parties. As 
long as they were able to hold the bal- 
ance of power in both parties or ignore 
one of them, the traditional Democratic 
label was a luxury they could well 
afford. But times have changed, and if 
ever conservatives are going to make 
the switch, the time is now. The dra- 
matic effect of John Tower's victory 
should not be lost. 


That the transferring of loyalty must 
be to the Republican Party is apparent, 
for several important reasons. First, it is 
the more conservative of the two par- 
ties in Texas; if a liberal Republican 
exists in the Lone Star State, he is 
surely hard to find. Second, a move to 
make conservative Democrats out of 
Texas Republicans would not only kill 
all chance of a two-party system in the 
state (which would abet corruption and 
deny the people of Texas an honest 
choice at the polls), but would fail to 
have any significant effect on the na- 
tional political picture. 


The latter is perhaps the strongest 
argument for a change of party politics 
in Texas and the South as a whole. For 
more than a decade, southern Demo- 
crats have been all but ignored by 
their northern brothers. As a minority 
faction within their own party, they 
have been unable to exert any notice- 
able influence on the party’s program 
and candidates. Although the Republi- 
can Party is not an exclusive preserve 
of the right, its philosophy is surely 
closer to the conservative southerner 
than the ideology of the New Frontier. 
How much more influence might be 
exerted by the Goldwaters and the 
Towers if they were joined in the Senate 
by a dozen or more like minded 
southerners! 


How soon a realignment of loyalties 
will take place throughout the South 
no one can tell. But that it is essential 
few should doubt. If the conservative 
revolt which is spreading across the 
nation is to succeed, it cannot be 
denied the unity which is a_ basic 
requirement of its strength. 


YAF’s Director 


Informs Congress 


YAF’s national director, Douglas 
Caddy, testified last month before a 
congressional committee to defend the 
retention of the loyalty oath and dis- 
claimer affidavit in the National De- 
fense Education Act, threatened by sev- 
eral bills introduced for its repeal. 

Caddy read his statement before the 
Special Subcommittee on Education 
of the House Education and Labor 
Committee, on June 14. Caddy pointed 
out in his testimony that although thirty 
colleges and universities have refused 
to participate in the NDEA program 
because of the oath and affidavit re- 
quirements for students who benefit 
from government loans, “at least 1,357 
others are today reaping the benefits 
of this program without so much as a 
murmur of protest. These participating 
institutions of higher learning represent 
87 percent of the Nation’s total col- 
lege student body.” 

Congressman Giaimo of Connecticut 
and Congressman Brademas of Indiana, 
both Democrats, questioned Caddy 
after his testimony, and wanted to 
know if exact figures could be cited to 
prove YAF’s statement that “the vast 
majority of college students support 
the oath and affidavit as a necessary 
and integral part of our national 
security.” 

Caddy responded by recalling that in 
1959 a petition signed by more than 
5,000 students was presented on the 
Senate Floor by Senator Holland of 
Florida in support of the affidavit. No 
such petition or list of names has ever 
been advanced by proponents of repeal 
of the oath and affidavit. 


180 CLUBS 


A bulletin issued by YAF’s New York 
headquarters reveals there are now 180 
conservative clubs in the United States. 
Some are chartered chapters of YAF; 
others work closely with YAF but main- 
tain autonomy in accordance with uni- 
versity regulations. 

YAF published a directory of Campus 
Conservative Clubs in January and in- 
tends to keep the Directory up to date, 
adding listings as they occur. A copy 
of the Directory may be obtained by 
sending a dollar to 79 Madison Ave- 
enue, New York 16, N.Y. 
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How to Elect Conservatives 


By Caro, D. BAUMAN 


Charles A. McManus, new executive 
director of Americans for Constitutional 
Action, is a thirty-four year old conserv- 
ative whose major concern is to work for 
the election of every conservative candi- 
date for Congress, regardless of party. 


He describes Americans for Con- 
stitutional Action as “practically the 
only political action organization, out- 
side of YAF itself, which has as its sole 
purpose assisting conservative candi- 
dates.” 


The Chairman of the Board of ACA 
is Admiral Ben Moreell, noted for his 
writings and speeches championing the 
cause of Constitutional government. 
Admiral Moreell organized ACA in 
1958, with the idea that if conservative 
government were to survive, some prac- 
tical, technical assistance had to be 
given to worthy candidates. He calls it 
a non-partisan, political action organiza- 
tion, and despite its tender age, ACA 
made a good record in the 1960 Con- 
gressional elections. 


“ACA Charlie,” as he is known by his 
staff and many of his Washington 
friends, is a young man whose experi- 
ence in practical politics has taught him 
that there is no substitute for grass-roots 
organization. Charlie once ran for 
borough councilman in his home county 
of Bucks, Pennsylvania, and although 
he lost, he learned a lesson which is one 
of the main tenets behind his dedi- 
cated work on behalf of ACA. 


Immediately after the election, Charlie 
set to work to increase and strengthen 
Bucks County political activity. He set 
up and managed a political action 
course in the community with the assist- 
ance of a conservative professor from 
Temple University. Attendance was ex- 
cellent, he says, and, as a result, a 
greater awareness and public interest in 
good government has replaced the for- 
merly apathetic attitude of some citi- 
zens and businessmen in the commu- 
nity. 

With this background, Charlie Mc- 
Manus came to work for ACA in July, 
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1959 as a field man. Admiral Moreell 
asked him to head up the Washington 
staff this year, and Charlie has since 
brought his wife and three red-haired 
daughters to live in nearby Montgomery 
County, Maryland. 

He credits much of his success with 
recent ACA projects to the dedication 
and hard work of his two assistants, 
Norma Skoglund and Rosalie Gindes. 
“The girls,” Charlie admits, “are my 
best critics, but they are also the most 
loyal workers I have ever seen.” 


Pet Peeves 


Charlie has three well defined political 
pet peeves: (1) conservatives who are 
content to philosophize over cocktails 
about the deplorable world situation— 
but refuse to participate actively in 
politics; (2) conservatives who attempt 
to commercialize on the new interest in 
conservatism by charging outrageous 
fees for lectures or who make money on 
conservative enterprises; and (3) those 
who can never be satisfied with a con- 
servative Congressman unless he votes 
100% the way they think he should. 

He gives as examples of the danger 
inherent in the last type of attitude, 
those conservative Members of Con- 
gress who fear ultra-conservative op- 
position more than they do liberal op- 
position. He cites as one good example, 
Senator Bennett of Utah. Bennett will 
be running for re-election in 1962, but 
he will most likely be faced by opposi- 
tion from. several ultra-conservatives, 
who will rob him of much-needed sup- 
port. His opposition from the liberal 
side will be none other than Congress- 
man David King, a prominent liberal, 
who can spell formidable trouble for 
Bennett. 

ACA assisted and supported fourteen 
Senatorial and 145 Congressional candi- 
dates in thirty-seven states in the 1960 
elections, Charlie says. Of this number, 
nine Senators and 119 Congressmen 
were elected, twenty-two of whom were 
elected for the first time. 

Congressman Ralph Beerman, a young 
conservative Republican from Nebraska, 
frankly attributes much of his success 





as a freshman candidate to the help 
given him by ACA: 


“I sincerely believe ACA gave me a 
campaign. It pointed out a method of 
attack, it targeted the objective and 
it helped us reduce that objective to 
believable, documented arguments. I 
think when a candidate can be so 
equipped he can win an election. At 
least I did!” 

Charlie points out that much of ACA’s 
work in these campaigns was of a pro- 
fessional nature—work which should be 
done by professionals, but is all too 
often left to well-meaning but inexperi- 
enced novices. What ACA does for a 
candidate is to offer either complete or 
partial assistance. One successful ACA 
activity was the setting up of political 
action schools in Congressional Districts 
where party organization was poor, or 
where there was a lack of trained party 
workers. 

Other important aids given to candi- 
dates were the preparation of layout 
for campaign materials, assistance in 
fund-raising, the distribution of news 
stories about candidates, and the re- 
lease of ACA ratings of the candidate 
and/or his opponent. 

Senator Willis A. Robertson, Demo- 
crat of Virginia, was quoted as saying 
that “All of the Virginia papers carried 
the ACA Index of my voting record— 
and that was definitely helpful.” 

The ACA index, as first published 
after the 86th Congress, was a mam- 
moth research project. For the first time 
anywhere, exact recorded roll call votes 
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were published for every Congressman 
and every Senator on issues where a 
clear-cut choice between Constitutional 
government and welfare-statism was 
evident. Some might disagree with the 
choice of the votes used, but none can 
say that the job was incomplete. The 
huge bound volume has become almost 
as invaluable to political analysts as the 
daily copy of the Congressional Record. 


ACA will continue to publish this 
index after each Congress, and will also 
publish a digest of the ACA Index after 
each session. At this time, ACA periodi- 
cally issues a current record of im- 
portant roll call votes cast by all Mem- 
bers of Congress. 


One of the most interesting docu- 
ments which was published by ACA 
this year was the compilation of Senator 
William Blakley’s voting record. Sena- 
tor Blakley, defeated in the special 
Senatorial election in Texas by new Re- 
publican Senator John Tower, was 
touted as a conservative Democrat. Not 
so, said ACA. They had the record to 
prove it. Senator Blakley was absent 
so often during his short term as Texas 
Senator, that a real analysis of his votes 
was well nigh impossible. As ACA 
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pointed out, what good is an “empty- 
chair conservative?” 

ACA’s Distinguished Service Awards, 
designed to recognize the consistent 
efforts of some of the more conservative 
Member of Congress, were presented 
this year to 136 Members. For the first 
time anywhere, Charlie tells us, 72 of 
these conservatives showed up for a 
group picture on the Capitol Steps. 
Never have we seen so many outstand- 
ing conservatives in one picture. 

Charlie’s conservative philosophy was 
nurtured, he says, by his parents’ guid- 
ance, his religion, and the schooling he 
received from priests and sisters in 
parochial schools in his home town. 
This gave him the understanding of the 
importance of individual moral _re- 
sponsibility and belief in God which he 
feels is the basis for conservative 
thought. 

He is frankly worried about the pos- 
sibility of a completely regimented 
society in the near future, and his main 
concern is for the sake of his three 
daughters, who will some day grow up 
and raise children of their own. 

He firmly believes that we are living 
in the greatest time of crisis history has 
ever seen—and that the Communist 
threat, though great, is only part of the 
overall trend toward centralization, loss 
of freedoms, moral decay and depend- 
ence upon the State developing in 
America. He feels we cannot let up on 
the fight against Statism at home for 
the sake of fighting Communism 
abroad. He would not agree with those 
who feel that as long as a Senator or 
Congressman is militantly anti-Commu- 
nist, we can overlook his liberal domes- 
tic policies. 

Charlie has real enthusiasm for Young 
Americans for Freedom, because, as he 
says, it has the same purpose and goals 
as ACA. One of his real dislikes is the 
relatively advanced age of some of the 
leaders of the Young Republican move- 
ment, and he does not hesitate to say 
that he thinks some of them are only 
active in YRs for their own personal 
advantage. Instead, he says, YAF is 
autonomous and thus he feels its mem- 
bers will not be forced to compromise 
viewpoints in order to advance in the 
organization. Moreover, he is impressed 
with the intellectual quality and un- 
selfish dedication he sees in YAF mem- 
bers. 

Charlie believes strongly in that old 





system of working one’s way up in 
politics. He is not above stuffing 
envelopes, ringing doorbells, and 
checking mailing lists. He thinks no 
young man should be. 

“Someone has to do that kind of 
thing,” he says, “and if you do it well, 
your talents will be recognized and in 
no time at all you will find yourself 
in a responsible party position.” 

I know Charlie is serious about the 
real drudgery of campaigning being 
none too menial for him. Many evenings 
at Nixon-Lodge headquarters in Wash- 
ington, he volunteered for just such 
tasks in the last campaign. Youth for 
Nixon-Lodge, my particular bailiwick, 
benefited from his expert folding and 
stuffing experience. 

The major long-range purpose of 
ACA, as seen by Admiral Moreell, can 
be summed up in a statement by Sena- 
tor Karl E. Mundt of South Dakota, 
as published in an ACA brochure: 

“By putting in harness important 
Americans of both political parties to 
work on a non-partisan basis for the 
nomination and election of knowledge- 
able and effective conservative public 
officials, ACA has become one of Ameri- 
ca’s most effective political organiza- 
tions. 

“ACA at long last provides our coun- 
try with a well-led, well-planned con- 
structive force for helping to keep 
America American.” 

“If we can live up to Senator 
Mundt’s description of us, I would say 
we have accomplished what we set 
out to do,” ACA’s executive director 
concluded. 


NSA, En Garde! 


The leftward-plunging U. S. National 
Student Association has for some time 
been a subject of serious concern, nay 
alarm, with campus conservatives. 

A college student who intends to cor- 
rect the sorry situation in the Associ- 
ation is Miss Kay Wonderlic, vice presi- 
dent of the Northwestern Student Sen- 
ate. She has announced the formation 
of “Students Committed to Accurate 
National Representation,” an organiza- 
tion dedicated to reforming the N.S.A. 

Those interested in joining Miss 
Wonderlic’s N.S.A. - reforming crusade 
should write to the S.C.A.N.R., 640 
Emerson Street, Evanston, Illinois. 

S.C.A.N.R., avant garde! 
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Visit to a Small Writer 


By Antoni E. GoLLAN 


Mr. Gore Vidal 
Barrytown, New York 


Dear Mr. Vidal: 


Not long ago a veteran Capitol Hill 
journalist and I were discussing the 
validity of claims about Washington 
political morality implicit in Allen 
Drury’s Advise and Consent. Being a 
fairly young fellow, I was a bit hesi- 
tant to accept the Drury observations 
about the systematic smearing and 
breaking down of a Senator by his 
political opposition. “Oh really?” asked 
my bemused friend. “Well, you're a 
conservative. Wait until Goldwater, or 
some other conservative, poses a threat 
to the orthodoxy. They'll turn the 
wolves loose.” 

I wasn’t convinced, then. But a num- 
ber of things, commensurate with the 
growing strength of a_ conservative 
movement, have happened _ since. 
Among them is your article on Gold- 
water in the June 9 Life; and I stand 
corrected. 

You write that in your interview with 
Goldwater you wanted to get an “im- 
pression of character;” and immediately 
follow with “I have often thought and 
written that if the United States were 
ever to have a Caesar, a true subverter 
of the state... he would not in the 
least resemble the folk idea of a dicta- 
tor... . It seemed to me that Goldwater 
was perhaps such a man . . . he is ex- 
actly the sort of charming man whom 
no one would suspect of Caesarism, 
least of all himself.” 

Forget for the moment that, histori- 
cally, no aspiring dictator has ever 
called for and labored for the decrease 
of centralized governmental authority, 
as Goldwater does. What is of interest 
here is that although nobody, as you 
correctly say, would imagine Goldwater 
as a potential “true subverter” or “dic- 
tator,” you suggest that he is. (And, I 
suppose, because no one has imagined 
that he is a Martian, he may well be. 
After all, he hasn’t denied it.) What, 
then, is to be our appraisal of a politi- 
cal candidate—say, a man running for 
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the House from New York’s twenty- 
ninth congressional district—who claims, 
“I am out to subvert a society that 
bores and appalls me?” Goldwater 
didn’t say that. You did. (And subse- 
quently lost to a conservative, J. Ernest 
Wharton. ) 

Nor does Goldwater share your dis- 
dain for the electorate, or your idolatry 
of self: “...every four years, about 
20,000 extra people crawl out of their 
Hudson Gothic woodwork up here to 
vote for William McKinley....I say 
80 per cent of what I think, a hell of a 
lot more than any politician I know.” 

Because people like him, you write, 
“they forgive Goldwater when he speaks 
against the $1.25 minimum wage, union 
activities or the Supreme Court’s power 
to integrate schools.” As it happens, 
people like Goldwater because of those 
stands. These are the people who have, 
in effect, been disenfranchised by the 
failure of both parties to consider a 
candidate who adheres to the Constitu- 
tion—and their numbers are growing. 





Your article, in fact, reflects your 
own knowledge that Goldwater's appeal 
rests not only in his personality but in 
his stands on political issues; for you 
distort those stands in order to disillu- 
sion his following. For example, you 
say that recently Goldwater “unexpect- 
edly came out for minimum academic 
standards to be set by the federal gov- 
ernment for the entire country.” As it 
happens, he advocated minimum aca- 
demic standards to be met by the 
recipients of scholarships. 

Your consistent failing, if you'll per- 
mit me, is that you deal not with Gold- 
water as a popular spokesman of the 
conservative position, but, rather, write 
him off as a potential demagogue. Per- 


haps if you had dealt more successfully 
with conservatism last autumn, you'd 
be a congressman now. And perhaps 
that’s what is bothering you. 

I suspect a damaged ego; you know, 
the sort of thing that during your cam- 
paign led you to swear that you would 
write a book about a small town editor 
who criticized you. Then too, there 
was your recent appearance at Vassar 
in which (in your advocacy of the 
Peace Corps) you seemed to impart 
the impression that you were speaking 
ex cathedra. The other day I phoned 
the Peace Corps headquarters here in 
Washington. Nobody there had ever 
heard of your plays, or—even worse— 
of you. The conversations on the other 
end of the line ran something like, 
“Vidle? How do you spell that? No, 
we've never asked him to speak for us.” 

You're probably correct, of course, 
when you write that “Suspended . . . be- 
tween simplicity and wisdom, self- 
delusion and hard practicality, is the 
operative politician.” After all, as an 
independent Democrat you wrote 
speeches for President Eisenhower. And 
last fall you had campaigning for you 
movie stars Joanne Woodward and Paul 
Newman, while revealing that “Mrs. 
Eleanor Roosevelt has endorsed me too, 
but we don’t dare have her appear—the 
Roosevelt name is still murder up here.” 

Why a leading national publication 
saw fit to publish your piece, I can't 
say. I suppose a great many conserva- 
tives will be up in arms about it, but 
that will pass. The Senator himself was 
more surprised than angered, although 
I know his family was deeply and per- 
sonally hurt. Interestingly enough, sev- 
eral liberal Democratic congressmen 
and senators to whom I have talked say 
that you indulged in “smear and base- 
less implication of the worst sort.” They 
naturally won't permit their names to 
be printed, but you'd know who they 
are. There exists on the Hill a sort of 
camaraderie with which you didn’t 
reckon. 

Senator Goldwater, I imagine, will 
undergo increasingly heavy attack. 
There are other hatchet-men at the 
ready, and I now agree that is to be 
expected. In this prelude of what is 
to come, you certainly have not helped 
him. But equally as significant, you 
haven't helped yourself. 


Sincerely, 
ANTONI E. GOLLAN 








Books 


Rx for 


By Rosert RITCHIE 


How long, ask the authors of A 
Forward Strategy for America (Harper, 
$5.95), must the free world fight to 
maintain only the status quo vis a vis 
international communism? 

The Soviet Union, not America or 
the free world, will decide whether we 


shall have war. The Soviet Union holds’ 


the initiative in this, because it is the 
aggressor. It will in time envelop us 
unless we come to grips with Soviet 
strategy, unless we begin putting the 
Soviets on the defensive by moving 
into the “gray zones” of conflict—in 
short, unless we engage and work 
toward victory in the “protracted con- 
flict.” 

This is the conclusion of this work's 
authors—Robert Strausz-Hupé, William 
R. Kintner, and Stefan T. Possony— 
all scholars of the first order. Mr. 
Strausz-Hupé is director of the Foreign 
Policy Research Institute of the Uni- 
versity of Pennsylvania and editor of 
Orbis, foreign affairs journal of the In- 
stitute. Mr. Kintner is a member of the 
Institute. So is Mr. Possony, who is pro- 
fessor of international politics at George- 
town University. 

Two years ago Messrs. Strausz-Hupé 
and Kintner collaborated with two 
others on Protracted Conflict, a pene- 
trating and brilliant study of Commu- 
nist strategy. It was hailed by anti- 
communists from each end of the politi- 
cal spectrum—from Bertram Wolfe on 
the left to William Henry Chamberlin 
on the right. 

Protracted Conflict was a short book; 
A Forward Strategy, its sequel, is a 
longer one. The former defined Com- 
munist strategy; the latter tells how we 
must combat international communism 
as well as work for its ultimate destruc- 
tion. 

The authors conclude that the com- 
munists have gained and continue to 
win the Third World War. The Soviets 
have made heavy inroads upon the free 
world without resorting to weapons. 
Why? The authors believe it is because 
our policy has not been sufficiently 
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geared to cope with the Soviet strategy 
of protracted conflict. 

What is protracted conflict? Mao 
Tse-tung distilled the essence of the 
strategy into sixteen words: “The 
enemy advances, we retreat; enemy 
halts, we harass; enemy tires, we at- 
tack; enemy retreats, we pursue.” 

Protracted conflict is a term describ- 
ing a world situation in which two 
powerful blocs are fighting over a long 
period of time. One is seeking global 
conquest; the other is seeking to pre- 
serve the basic freedoms of individuals 
and nations. Protracted conflict includes 
political, economic, and psychological 
warfare. It aims at victory through 
brush-fire wars and non-violent cam- 
paigns, with total war as the ultimate. 
Sooner or later the weaker concludes 
that it has been outmaneuvered and 
must surrender or be annihilated. 

The protracted conflict strategy does 
not depend upon a perpetual thermo- 
nuclear stalemate. In fact the aim is to 
break the stalemate so that either the 
aggressor can afford to attack or, con- 
versely, the defender can successfully 
maintain enough power to deter ag- 
gression. 

“The reality of our age,” the authors 
note, “is . . . that the most important 
battle may not be fought by exchanges 
of nuclear firepower, but, like the con- 
flicts of the sixteenth and seventeenth 
centuries, will consist of maneuvers and 
diversions designed to achieve a deci- 
sive advantage by one side or the 
other.” 

If war should come, the authors be- 
lieve, the use of nuclear weapons may 
not be possible. To win we must take 
all measures necessary, no matter how 
costly, to survive an aggressor’s attack. 
We must resume nuclear testing for a 
deterrent. We must improve our mis- 
ssile defenses. We must develop para- 
military forces (guerrilla warfare 
forces) so that the United States will 
have the capability to fight communism 
everywhere. 

The United States is capable of fi- 
nancing its own survival and surviving 
the technological race with the Soviets. 


Taxation, of course, is necessary, but 
the authors note this should be achieved 
without destroying our federal system 
and converting our citadel of liberty 
into a Russian state. 

Technological advances, military pre- 
paredness, economic soundness, diplo- 
matic aggressiveness—all these are es- 
sential parts of the Forward Strategy 
spelled out by the authors. But as they 
state in the foreword and regularly 
throughout the book, these depend on 
the determination of the citizenry— 
their will to win. 





We must shake off the apathy that 
tends to afflict those in Western Europe 
and elsewhere who think they are at 
peace while the enemy moves steadily 
to destroy them. 

We must realize that the communists 
are winning the Third World War be- 
cause they know they are in it. 

Frightening as well as thought-pro- 
voking, A Forward Strategy has arrived 
at no better time in the history of the 
free world. The authors have sounded 
the tocsin. Let us hope that our lead- 
ers respond to the alarm and adopt the 
strategy. 


Lesson in Futility 


Poor professor William J. Newman! 
He is a very frightened liberal who has 
obviously had nightmares about the rise 
of a nasty conservatism in America. In 
an act of sheer partiotism, he has 
alerted us to this evil menace by ex- 
posing conservatives in The Futilitarian 
Society (George Braziller, $6) which 
flails at anyone and everyone who has 
ever remotely harbored a conservative 
thought. William Henry Chamberlin is 
revealed for what he is: a man who 
supports the Constitution and has a 
strong belief in individual rights; Felix 
Morley holds an intolerable idea that 
men can progress through voluntary 
associations and ridiculously possesses 
a “suspicion” of centralized govern- 
ment; Russell Kirk obviously likes Ed- 
mund Burke who believed men could 
learn something from the past, which, 
according to Newman, is just a philoso- 
pher’s trick to deny man “freedom.” 
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Even that supporter of Adlai Steven- 
son, Walter Lippmann, is exposed for 
the conservative Newman believes him 
to be. Newman chastizes Lippmann for 
expressing a belief in moral principles 
and God. What's wrong with that? 
Well, it’s just an attempt at “fooling 
the masses” into believing in “existing 
values”’—you know outmoded things 
like the Ten Commandments. 

Newman, of course, will have none 
of this inflexible stuff. For men who 
support the Constitution and God are, 
obviously, dedicated to “stripping man 
of his freedom.” What we need, sug- 
gests the Boston University professor, 
are philosophers like Jean Paul Sartre, 
whom he enthusiastically supports. 
Sartre is a man who holds no existing 
values and thinks each man should in- 
vent his own value no matter what the 
consequences, which according to New- 
man is a philosophy of “freedom.” 
Without any fixed moral values, of 
course, it is easy to see why Sartre sup- 
ports communism. 

Personally, I’m a fan of Burke, whose 
fixed moral values led him to support 
that horrible example of slavery—the 
American Revolution.—Allan Ryskind. 


Classics Revisited 





19th Century Battler 


Political philosapher, religious essay- 
ist, literary critic, journalist — Orestes 
Brownson, Vermont Catholic and one 
of America’s most profound conserva- 
tive writers, was all of these. 

Unfortunately, though, historians have 
almost forgotten him, but for a few 
isolated studies including a_not-too- 
friendly one by Arthur Schlesinger, Jr. 
Like Rufus Choate, Gouverneur Morris, 
and John Randolph, Brownson (em- 
broiled in controversy for his literary 
writings from 1827 to 1876) has been 
unjustly sentenced to historical ob- 
scurity. 

To revive interest in Brownson’s 
writings, Russell Kirk, five years:-ago 
collected some of the thinker’s choicest 
writings in a paperback anthology, 
Selected Essays (Gateway, $.95). The 
selected essays are “The Present State 
of Society,” “Specialism and_ the 
Church,” “Liberalism and Socialism,” 


“Liberalism and Progress,” and “The 
Democratic Principle.” 


Brownson battled many evils while 
defending American institutions and his 
idea of “social justice.” The most im- 
portant battle at the time was against 
the abstract “Rights of Man” dogma 
of Paine and the French philosophes. 
Like Henry Adams and Irving Babbitt 
of the late 19th and early 20th cen- 
turies, Brownson was antimajoritarian 
and warned of the debilitating effects 
of unbridled democracy. He fought 
Rousseauitic sentimentality. He fought 
secularism in all its humanitarian guises. 
He championed authority not merely in 
the state but in the church. He de- 
fended John C. Calhoun and his idea of 
the concurrent majority and once hailed 
the famed South Carolinian as the 
“most sagacious and accomplished 
statesman our republic has ever pro- 
duced, and appreciated the tyranny of 
majorities better than anyone.”—R. R. 





Evolution of a Conservative 


G. K. Chesterton was an intensely 
introspective man for whom political 
controversy held little interest; yet the 
student of contemporary politics would 
be well advised to consider Chesterton’s 
account of his personal war of ideas. 
A similar conflict is evident in the pres- 
ent struggle between the forces of free- 
dom and the forces of communism. 

Gary Wills’ little book, Chesterton, 
Man and Mask (Sheed and Ward, 
$4.50) has been criticized as having 
been a thesis for a doctorate. Evelyn 
Waugh, writing in National Review, 
complains that really good writers do 
not need critics or biographers who will 
later explain their work. The first objec- 
tion is an error in fact; (Wills wrote on 
Heraclitus and Aeschylus for his 
Ph.D.). The second may be answered 
by arguing that sometimes good writers 
may be forgotten when they ought to 
be remembered. 

Gary Wills’ nearly 300 footnotes in a 
text of 210 pages will be annoying to 
the lazy reader, but certainly prove that 
he is not arrogantly confident of his own 
knowledge of Chesterton. Indeed, it is 
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amazing that one so young could have 
consumed and assimilated so much of 
Chesterton’s prodigious output. 

The book is actually a study of the 
history of Western civilization, litera- 
ture, art and philosophy as seen through 
Chesterton’s writings. What he wrote 
was the true reflection of a mind where 
ideas took on personalities and assumed 
the roles of characters in a novel—in 
which they spoke, lived and acted as 
heroes and villains. He is, Gary Wills 
tells us, the Christian Kafka, telling 
weird tales with philosophical meanings. 

Much of this may come as a surprise 
to the American whose only contact 
with Chesterton has been in the Father 
Brown stories or in The Everlasting 
Man. It may also prove interesting to 
many Catholics who have forgotten that 
Chesterton’s conversion to the Church 
was the culmination of many years of 
trial and error. To those of us who 
always considered Chesterton the sound- 
est of English conservatives, it comes as 
a shock to learn that he was a liberal in 
thought and in political persuasion for 
most of his life. 


In 1910 Chesterton had already fore- 
seen the futility of the rebellious spirit, 
then popular, which “merely extended 
itself into an aimless optimism about 
progress, ‘a dreary hope.’ . . . Man’s real 
fight is against original sin; and this 
revolution is a restoration, a rebellion 
which conserves: 

‘To the orthodox there must al- 
ways be a case for revolution; for in 
the hearts of men God has been put 
under the fee of Satan. In the upper 
world hell once rebelled against heav- 
en. But in this world heaven is re- 


belling against hell.’” 


What began as an awesome respect for 
the very act of being against the back- 
ground of non-existence, became for 
Chesterton the constant battle between 
human reality and the evil of nihilism. 
Chesterton would not have tolerated an 
Ayn Rand or her selfish materialism. 

One fault of Gary Wills’ extraordi-_ 
nary study is that his prose is heavy. 
It would have been better had he writ- 
ten a comparatively longer book with 
fewer footnotes, a lighter tone in parts 
to relieve its intensity, and with more 
personal touches. Or perhaps | should 
read more of Chesterton.—C.D.B. 








Television 


Me and Ed Sullivan 


By BEN STOKER 


We celebrated a mutual birthday a 
few weeks back, me and Ed: he had 
been on television for 13 straight years 
and I had been watching TV for 13 
straight years. I think both of us have 
aged gracefully. 

On that memorable Sunday evening 
13 years ago, when Ed first cracked his 
knuckles on television, his guests in- 
cluded Rodgers and Hammerstein, a 
new comedy team called Martin and 
Lewis, referee Ruby Goldstein, singer 
Monica Lewis, pianist Eugene List and 
a juggler whose name I cannot remem- 
ber. The most memorable moment of 
the show, of course, came when the 
juggler added the 18th bagel and began 
singing “I'll Take You Home Again, 
Kathleen” with a Swedish accent. I 
thought the audience would never stop 
clapping. 

Martin and Lewis weren’t bad, you 
understand, but how many pies can you 
throw at someone and still expect 
laughs? Rodgers and Hammerstein 
were their usual entertaining selves, 
although, as I recall, Dick was not 
hitting the high ones like he can. 
Monica was charming in decolletage, 
Ruby looked swell in white trunks (or 
was he wearing black trunks?) and 
Gene (Eugene List) displayed that 
wonderful technique which has made 
Carmen Cavallero famous the world 
over. It was a great show. 

Looking back over TV as I am here, 
I am struck by the thought that there 
have been so many shows through the 
years. One might say that television is 
an insatiable monster, consuming hun- 
dreds of writers, actors, directors and 
producers every year. 

I think I would rather say that 13 
years ago, Uncle Miltie was the king. 
I can remember watching him on Tues- 
days at 8 p.m. on the Texaco Star 
Theater—the big mouth, the slicked- 
down hair, the crazy costumes, the 
pet phrases, and the horning in on every 
act. I loved every minute of it and the 
next morning at school, I would imitate 
Uncle Miltie as only a 15-year old brat 
can. Ah, how they loved me in Silver 
Spring. But I digress. 


There must be a reason for this 
nostalgic trip down TV’s memory lane 
and there is, there is. Here is my 
theme: television, gentle reader, has 
not gotten worse since its beginning but 
has gotten better. Oh, I know it’s fash- 
ionable to be down on TV these days, 
and that I won't score points with the 
intellectuals or the New Frontiersmen. 
With all due disrespect to Mr. Minow 
of the FCC, his crack about TV being a 
wasteland is just a lot of high-brow pot- 
shotting at the citadel of middle-brow 
culture. 

















All right, so I’m admitting that I'm 
middle-brow. So what? My father is 
middle-brow. My favorite teacher at 
school was middle-brow. My boss is 
middle-brow. Ben Franklin was a mid- 
dle-brow. My girl is a middle-brow. 
What am I supposed to do—raise my 
eyebrows? I don’t go around telling 
Newton Minow what program he 
should listen to and I wish he would 
reciprocate. 

You know, right here in Washington, 
the Senate Subcommittee on Juvenile 
Delinquency is holding some hearings 
about the effect of television on chil- 
dren. The chairman of the subcommit- 
tee is Thomas Dodd of Connecticut, 
the father of six children. Senator Dodd 
has been showing edited versions of a 
few of the more gory programs cur- 
rently on view (all my favorities) and 
demanding explanations from various 
networks and film officials. Well, of 
course, the poor network slobs mumble 
something about Shakespeare being 
pretty bloody (my apologies to any 
English reader) and there always being 
a moral showing that crime or lust or 
halitosis or whatever-it-is does not pay. 
But what they never say is that the 
public, meaning me, likes blood and 
gore. 





Poor Senator Dodd found this out 
himself when he was indiscreet enough 
to ask his children in front of a re- 
porter what they had been doing one 
evening. “Oh, we've been watching 
‘The Untouchables,” they replied 
brightly and the reporter received a 
free television set from ABC when he 
printed the story. 

Now, it may be that Nielsen and 
Trendex and all the other rating serv- 
ices are not 100% accurate or even 50% 
accurate, but if you take a look at any 
media of mass entertainment since the 
world began, you will discover that 
high adventure and low comedy have 
always played to standing room (or 
sitting room in the case of TV) only. 
Violence is fun, so ong as you are ex- 
periencing it vicariously, and Edgar 
Kennedy made a million dollars doing 
a slow burn after being kicked in the 
shin by Dennis the Menace of 1935. 

Mr. Minow, Senator Dodd, John 
Crosby, and all the rest are being un- 
fair—not to television but to me and you 
and you. If they want to do something 
about television let them persuade the 
news departments of the networks to 
let a few conservatives “interpret” the 
news. Here is a crusade that I or any 
other red-blooded right-winger could 
sink his teeth into (starting with Ed 
Murrow). 

Just think of the possibilities. Not 
Huntley-Brinkley but Burnham-Buck- 
ley. Not Walter Cronkite but Walter 
Trohan. Not Edward R. Murrow but 
M. Stanton Evans. Not Howard K. 
Smith but Ralph de Toledano. And, not 
Mike Wallace but Bill Rusher. Gad, 
I'm getting giddy. No more documen- 
taries about what a lousy job cities and 
states are doing but lots of analyses of 
how wasteful and inefficient the Fed- 
eral Government is. No more exposes 
of reactionary right-wing governments 
but lots of revelations about the misery 
and degradation of the people of 
Poland, Hungary, the Soviet Union 
et al. But that’s for the future (not so 
distant as some of my liberal pals 
realize). What of the past? 

It’s been a pleasant, rewarding 13 
years that I have spent in front of my 
TV set and I’m looking forward to many 
more, beginning tonight with Ed’s 
show. I read in the paper the other 
day that he has a new juggler from 
some place in New England who can 
balance the Kennedy budget. Now, 
this is something I’ve got to see. 
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Letters to the Editor 


A Good Start! 


Dear Sir: 

I don’t know whether I previously 
wrote to you to send you my congratu- 
lations on the excellent start that you 
have made with The New Guard. Any- 
way, here they are now! 


Henry Hazlitt 
Contributing Editor, 
Newsweek Magazine 


Recalls March 3 Rally 
Dear Sir: 

Congratulations. A most encouraging 
development in the attitude of the on- 
coming generation as regards our na- 
tional and international affairs is il- 
lustrated by the very successful March 
meeting of the YAF in New York and 
by The New Guard. 


F. G. Reinicke 
Commodore, U.S.N., (Ret.) 


A Regard for Truth 
Dear Sir: 


We read with considerable interest 
the article entitled “Inside NSA” by 
Mr. Howard Phillips in the April, 1961 
issue of The New Guard. 

We are surprised that The New 
Guard would print an article so full of 
factual errors. We had welcomed the 
appearance of Young Americans for 
Freedom and The New Guard on the 
student scene; however, your apparent 
lack of regard for the truth in this mat- 
ter has caused some trepidation among 
our membership. 

We would like to point out several of 
the obvious errors in fact in Mr. Phillips’ 
article: 

(Editor’s note—what follows is a con- 
demnation of the Phillips article, point 
by point, too long to be printed in full 
here. If any reader would like to have a 
copy of the NSA letter in full, please 
wrtte and we will be glad to send it 
to you. Several statements by the NSA 
President, however, deserve quota- 
tion:) 

Concerning Phillips’ statement that 
the NSA condemned former President 
Truman for suggesting that the sit-in 
movement may have been Communist 
inspired, 

“. . . the director of the USNSA 
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Southern Project wrote to Mr. Truman 
stating her distress that he should have 
come to this conclusion. It should be 
noted that Mr. Truman has since re- 
tracted his statement.” 

(THe New Guarp notes that former 
President Truman repeated this state- 
ment just a few days before this writ- 
ing.) 

Concerning NSA’s endorsement of 
the “right” of Japanese students who 
rioted against President Eisenhower last 
year, 

“. . . USNSA does not support the 
students who rioted against President 
Eisenhower in Japan last year. The 
USNSA resolution supports ‘the right 
of students to non-violently protest ac- 
tions which they consider unjust or un- 
democratic’ and ‘upholds the expression 
of this right by Japanese students.’ The 
USNSA deplores the incidents due to 
police brutality and student violence.” 

Concerning NSA support of the re- 
peal of the loyalty oath and disclaimer 
affidavit of the National Defense Edu- 
cation Act, 

“USNSA has never claimed that all 
students in the United States are op- 
posed to this provision of the N.D.E.A. 
. . . Since USNSA is an organization of 
student governments, and not of in- 
dividual students, we must reflect the 
positions of the majority of our con- 
stitutent student governments.” 

(Aren’t student governments sup- 


posed to reflect student opinion? If not, 
they surely are not “democratic” ac- 
cording to NSA standards.) 

Concerning Phillips’ criticism of the 
panel on the sit-in movement at the 
last NSA Congress, 

“Mr. Phillips in his article cites a 
panel on the sit-in movement at the 
13th National Student Congress as an 
example of NSA bias, because no ‘op- 
posite’ viewpoint was given nor was 
there even the slightest mention of 
‘property rights.’ Mr. Phillips over- 
looks the fact that the purpose of the 
panel was not (italics theirs) to present 
an objective picture of the various 
forces at play in the South, but to 
present a picture of the sit-in move- 
ment as portrayed by those active in 
it. This is a legitimate purpose.” 

(At a National Congress where policy 
is to be made for the oncoming year?) 

The letter is signed by Richard A. 
Rettig, President, United States Na- 
tional Student Association, Philadelphia, 
Pennsylvania. 

(Editor's note—This letter is hair- 
splitting as we have never seen it be- 
fore—done by an organization which is 
quite expert at the practice. We stand 
by Mr. Phillips’ article, and will cite in 
forthcoming issues other responsible 
student leaders who have voiced similar 
objections to the bias of NSA over the 
years—all who have attended one or 
more national congresses. We welcome 
rebuttals by the NSA President, but 
still find nothing in the vague gobbledy- 
gook of NSA officialese to refute How- 
ard Phillips’ basic arguments.) 
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The Sharon Statement 


Adopted by the Young Americans for Freedom 
in conference at Sharon, Conn., September 9-11, 1960 


il THIS TIME of moral and political crisis, it is the responsibility of the youth 
of America to affirm certain eternal truths. 


We, as young conservatives, believe: 


That foremost among the transcendent values is the individual’s use of his 
God-given free will, whence derives his right to be free from the restrictions 
of arbitrary force; 


That liberty is indivisible, and that political freedom cannot long exist with- 
out economic freedom; 


That the purposes of government are to protect these freedoms through the 
preservation of internal order, the provision of national defense, and the ad- 
ministration of justice; 


That when government ventures beyond these rightful functions, it accumu- 
lates power which tends to diminish order and liberty; 


That the Constitution of the United States is the best arrangement yet de- 
vised for empowering government to fulfill its proper role, while restraining 
it from the concentration and abuse of power; 


That the genius of the Constitution—the division of powers—is summed 
up in the clause which reserves primacy to the several states, or to the people, 
in those spheres not specifically delegated to the Federal Government; 


That the market economy, allocating resources by the free play of supply 
and demand, is the single economic system compatible with the requirements 
of personal freedom and constitutional government, and that it is at the same 
time the most productive supplier of human needs; 


That when government interferes with the work of the market economy, 
it tends to reduce the moral and physical strength of the nation; that when it 
takes from one man to bestow on another, it diminishes the incentive of the 
first, the integrity of the second, and the moral autonomy of both; 


That we will be free only so long as the national sovereignty of the United 
States is secure; that history shows periods of freedom are rare, and can exist 
only when free citizens concertedly defend their rights against all enemies; 


That the forces of international Communism are, at present, the greatest 
single threat to these liberties; 


That the United States should stress victory over, rather than coexistence 
with, this menace; and 


That American foreign policy must be judged by this criterion: does it serve 
the just interests of the United States? 


If you agree with the Sharon Statement, then join Young Americans For Freedom, sub- 
scribe to The New Guard and make the Sharon Statement America’s Statement in the 20th 
Century. Write 


YOUNG AMERICANS FOR FREEDOM INC. 
79 Madison Avenue «+ New York 16, N.Y. 








